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REMARKS 

In the Official Action, the Examiner indicated that the certified copies of the 
priority documents had not been received, set forth reasons as to why the Examiner 
maintains that unity of invention does not exist with regard to the original claims and 
accordingly divided the claims into three Groups and noted applicants' election of the 
subject matter of Group II. As to the claims in the elected group, the Examiner has 
set forth certain objections and rejections of the claims and has also objected to the 
Abstract. 

In response to the points raised in the Official Action, applicants note that the 
present application is a national stage application filed under 35 U.S.C. § 371 and 
that applicants have already submitted the priority document as can be seen from 
the copy of PCT/IB/304 that was submitted with the present application. In 
accordance with the provisions of PCT Rule 17.2(a), applicants respectfully note that 
applicants cannot be required to furnish a copy of the priority document. 
Accordingly, since applicants have previously complied with the submission of the 
certified copy of the priority document as shown on PCT/IB/304, applicants 
respectfully request acknowledgement of receipt of the priority document in the next 
Official Action. 

With regard to the unity of invention requirement set forth in the Action, 
applicants hereby confirm the election of the subject matter of Group II and claims 3, 
4 and 6-14 contained therein and reserve the right to file one or more divisional 
applications directed to the non-elected subject matter. As to the other objections 
set forth in the Action, applicants have canceled all of the existing Abstracts and 
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have added an Abstract which is believed to comply with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.72 and M.P.E.P. § 608.01(b). 

Finally, the claims currently under consideration have all been amended to 
eliminate the improper multiple dependency and to use the term "comprising ,, so that 
the subject matter of dependent claims is consistent with independent claim 3. 
Furthermore, claim 3 has been amended to use more grammatically correct 
language with a similar revision being made in claim 7. Finally, claim 9 has been 
amended to clarify the identification of one of the Markush group members 
consistent with the description provided on page 36 of the specification. It will be 
noted that these revisions to the claims do not alter the scope of the defined subject 
matter. 

With regard to the prior art rejections set forth in the Action, applicants initially 
point out that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), which are primarily based on 
Kitamura . U.S. Patent No. 6,555,187, and JP 2000-347203, are not proper. First, 
Kitamura is only available as "prior art" under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and it can be 
understood that this patent is commonly assigned with the present application. It is 
hereby stated that the present application and Kitamura were, at the time the 
invention was made, owned by, or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the 
same assignee. Therefore, pursuant to the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) and 
M.P.E.P. § 706.02(l)(2), Kitamura is disqualified as prior art. As to JP 2000-347203, 
this document was published on December 15, 2000, which is after the filing date of 
the Japanese priority application of June 21 , 2000. To demonstrate that the claims 
of the present application are entitled to the Japanese priority filing date, applicants 
will submit a verified translation of the priority document in the near future. 
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Therefore, without reliance on Kitamura or the '203 document, it is evident that the 
rejections set forth in section 10 of the Official Action cannot stand. 

Turning to the rejection set forth on pages 8-1 1 of the Action based on the 
combination of JP 1 1-246743 in view of the "admitted prior art," JP 62-133425, 
Takimoto et aL U.S. Patent No. 4,882,216, and JP 61-127721 , applicants initially 
maintain that this combination of documents and allegedly "admitted prior art" is 
based on applicants' own specification which is clearly not permissible. Thus, for 
instance, in the paragraph bridging pages 8 and 9 of the Action, the Examiner has 
alleged that it would be obvious to provide the disclosed sealant composition of the 
743 document as a two-component epoxy resin composition. Such position is to a 
certain extent inconsistent with that set forth in the Examiner's contention that the 
claims of Group II drawn to a sealant composition comprising a two-component 
epoxy resin composition is substantially different from the subject matter of Group III 
relating to a sealant composition comprising a one-component epoxy resin 
composition. Moreover, even if there existed some proper basis for combining the 
four cited documents in addition to the allegedly "admitted prior art," it would still not 
result in the presently-claimed invention which recites, inter alia, a curing agent 
having an anionic conductivity of 0.6 mS/m or less. In this respect, the Examiner has 
maintained that the description in the '721 document would lead to using an ultra 
filter to remove impurities such as free ions. However, this description in the '721 
document only relates to treatment of a cresol novolak epoxy resin and there is 
nothing in the document which would lead those of ordinary skill in the art to 
subjecting a curing agent to filtration with an ultra filter in order to obtain the claimed 
ionic conductivity. Thus, even after combining the numerous teachings in the 
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respective documents, the hypothetical combination would still not result in the 
invention as defined in the claims of record. Manifestly, the subject matter of claim 3 
and the claims dependent thereon are patentable over this grouping of prior art. 

Since all matters raised in the Official Action have been fully met by the 
instant response, applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of 
the claims under consideration. 

Should the Examiner wish to discuss any aspect of the present application, he 
may contact the undersigned attorney at the number provided below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Burns, Doane, Swecker & Mathis, l.l.p. 
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